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7	 I	was	+	-ing	verb	 	 I	was	getting	150	by	way	of	tax	allowance	
I	was	pointing	out	to	the	House	that	we	expect	the	
reforms	to	save	1.3	million	tonnes	of	CO2	
8	 I	was	+	adv	+	-ing	verb	 	 I	was	just	trying	to	turn	up	this	letter	from	him	














13	 I	do	negative	 	 I	do	not	believe	that	to	be	the	case	



































Rank	 Verb	 Raw	frequency	 Percentage	 Semantic	category	1	 think	 423	 16.46	 cognition	2	 know	 283	 11.01	 cognition	3	 believe	 266	 10.35	 cognition	4	 accept	 187	 7.28	 cognition	5	 agree	 163	 6.34	 communication	6	 see	 88	 3.42	 perception	/	cognition	7	 give	 80	 3.11	 possession	/	communication	8	 say	 70	 2.72	 communication	9	 comment	 50	 1.95	 communication	10	 want	 49	 1.91	 emotion	11	 read	 39	 1.52	 cognition	12	 be	 33	 1.28	 stative	13	 confirm	 26	 1.01	 cognition	/	communication	14	 hear	 25	 0.97	 perception	/	cognition	15	 wish	 24	 0.93	 emotion	/	cognition	16=	 answer	 23	 0.89	 communication	/	cognition		 intend	 23	 0.89	 cognition	18	 promise	 21	 0.82	 communication	19=	 do	 20	 0.78	 multiple	senses		 go	 20	 0.78	 various	senses	–	motion,	social,	change	21=	 doubt	 19	 0.74	 cognition		 have	 19	 0.74	 multiple	senses		 tell	 19	 0.74	 communication	24	 make	 17	 0.66	 multiple	senses	25	 understand	 16	 0.62	 cognition	26=	 add	 15	 0.58	 communication	/	change		 discuss	 15	 0.58	 communication	28=	 expect	 11	 0.43	 cognition	/	communication		 propose	 11	 0.43	 communication	/	cognition	30=	 find	 10	 0.39	 multiple	senses		 get	 10	 0.39	 multiple	senses		 regard	 10	 0.39	 cognition	/	perception		 share	 10	 0.39	 various	senses	–	stative,	possession,	communication		 take	 10	 0.39	 multiple	senses		
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Table	3.	The	30	most	frequent	verbs	in	List	B,	showing	rank,	raw	frequencies,	percentages	and	broad	semantic	categories.	Shaded	rows	show	the	verbs	that	are	not	among	the	most	frequent	in	List	A	/	Table	2.		The	preponderance	of	verbs	in	the	semantic	domain	of	cognition	is	even	higher	in	this	set,	totalling	approximately	56%,	using	the	same	method	of	calculation,	which	allows	for	double	counting,	with	the	‘communication’	domain	at	nearly	19%.	In	the	following	sections,	we	explore	in	more	detail	three	of	the	verbs	that	are	most	frequently	used	with	‘I’,	namely	THINK,	UNDERSTAND	and	SAY,	to	illustrate	the	part	played	by	these	dominant	themes	of	cognition	and	communication	in	the	prime	ministerial	performance	of	argumentation,	face	management	and	negotiation	of	norms.	
	
Cognition:	THINK	As	is	revealed	by	the	illustrative	examples	below,	with	THINK	-	a	high-ranking	verb	in	both	lists	-	as	the	node	word,	PMs	providing	answers	in	PMQs	make	extensive	use	of	this	polysemous	item.	Examples	14	–	22	are	all	of	utterances	where	‘I’	is	the	subject	of	THINK,	not	negated.		 14.	I	am	thinking	of	the	small	business	that	is	looking	for	funds	for	investment	or	the	small	firm	with	an	overdraft	that	wants	the	help	that	a	bank	can	usually	give.	
I	am	thinking	of	the	mortgage	holder	who	wants	to	buy	the	next	home	or	the	first-time	buyer		Example	14	contains	two	of	the	three	occurrences	in	our	data	of	the	structure	‘I	am	thinking’,	where	the	continuous	aspect	connotes	a	more-than-passing	concern.	The	PM’s	reported	thoughts,	in	each	of	these	parallel	sentences,	are	of	a	section	of	the	population,	which	is	individualised	by	the	use	of	singular	noun	phrases,	while	maintaining	their	generality	with	the	definite	article	(‘the	small	business’,	‘the	small	firm’,	‘the	mortgage	holder’,	‘the	first-time	buyer’).	The	empathetic	stance	towards	their	situation	is	implicit	in	the	qualifying	descriptors	(‘looking	for	funds’,	‘wants’	‘help’,	‘give’).	Here,	then,	‘I	+	am	thinking’	connotes	a	stance	of	empathy	(pathos)	with	a	third	party	who	is	not	present	but	for	whose	interests	the	PM	represents	himself	as	speaking.		The	scale	of	meanings	of	‘I	think’	is	discussed	by	Aijmer	(1997),	who	shows	how	it	can	function	as	a	speech-act	adverbial,	a	discourse	marker,	a	pragmatic	element	or	modal	particle.	In	some	contexts,	she	observes,	‘”I	think”	permits	extensions	of	meaning	involving	the	speaker's	attitude	to	the	hearer	or	to	the	message'	(p.3).	Examples	from	our	data	of	‘I	think’,	in	the	simple	present,	and	‘I	thought’,	in	the	simple	past,	are	presented	in	15	–	19.			 15.	I	thought	that	it	was	an	extremely	interesting	speech	16.	I	always	thought	that	Michael	Barber	was	a	very	sound	man	17.	I	am	primarily	responsible	for	our	contribution,	which	I	think	is	right	and	proportionate	18.	I	certainly	think	that	everyone	should	avoid	expressions	that	give	offence	to	those	who	are	on	the	receiving	end	of	such	expressions	19.	If	the	report	is	true,	I	think	it	a	great	waste	of	the	ratepayers’	money		
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In	these	examples,	it	is	the	PMs’	judgements	that	are	introduced.	While	‘I	think’	may	be	an	expression	of	uncertainty	(as	in	‘I	think	the	bus	is	about	due,	isn’t	it?’),	Holmes	(1990)	rejects	the	assumption	that	it	necessarily	has	this	function,	maintaining	that	it	may	serve	as	a	marker	of	‘certainty	(epistemic	modal	meaning)	and	reassurance	(affective	meaning)’	(p.199).	Noticeable	in	the	examples	above	are	evaluative	items	and	intensifiers,	including		‘right	and	proportionate’,	‘a	great	waste’,	‘extremely	interesting’,	‘very	sound’,	‘avoid	offence’.	In	such	utterances,	these	PMs	not	only	convey	what	they	claim	to	think	(logos)	but	manage	simultaneously	both	to	imply	that	their	opponents	are	mistaken	and	to	invoke	their	own	alignment	with	societal	norms	(ethos).	In	addition,	PMs	contribute	to	the	identification	and	establishment	of	such	norms:	their	prime	ministerial	authority	is	potentially	bolstered	by	and	also	inflects	(‘everyone	should’;	‘I	am	primarily	responsible’)	their	individual	assessments	of	what	is	‘right	and	proportionate’.			Our	findings	are	consistent	with	those	of	Simon-Vandenbergen	(2000),	who	identifies	sentence-initial	‘I	think’	in	political	interviews	as	serving	to	introduce	judgements	and	evaluations,	rather	than	marking	uncertainty.	In	other	words,	the	superficially	cognitive	verb	think	serves	in	this	context	as	a	tool	of	face	management,	to	maintain	speakers’	authoritative	stance	and	align	them	with	supposedly	shared	values.			 20.	I	think	that	we	all	know	that	the	roots	go	very	deep	21.	I	think	the	hon.	Gentleman	to	be	fair	knows	exactly	what	the	situation	is	22.	I	think	that	the	aim	of	rail	privatisation	will	undoubtedly	be	maintained		As	Fetzer	and	Johansson	(2000:	245)	observe,	citing	Verhagen	(2005:	106),	‘I	think’	invites	the	hearer	to	adopt	the	speaker’s	perspective.	In	20,	the	PM’s	thoughts	are	linked	with	what	‘we	all	know’,	and	in	18,	the	PM	opines	about	‘what	everyone	should	do’.	Intensifiers	reinforce	the	implication	of	certainty	(‘exactly’,	‘undoubtedly’).		Examples	23	–	27	are	of	utterances	where	‘I’	is	the	subject	of	THINK	-	negated.		 23.	I	do	not	think	that	that	is	clear	at	all.	24.	I	must	tell	him	that	I	do	not	think	it	appropriate	for	teachers	to	take	industrial	action	at	the	expense	of	those	tests.	25.	I	really	do	not	think	that	the	first	part	of	the	hon.	Gentleman	's	question	warrants	an	answer.	26.	I	have	glanced	at	the	Daily	Mirror.	I	did	not	think	that	it	was	worth	doing	more	than	that.	27.	I	never	thought	that	we	could	keep	all	colleges	of	education	going.		The	negation	of	mental	verbs	such	as	‘I	think’	has	been	attributed	to	‘the	avoidance	of	bluntness’,	(Tottie,	1991,	cited	in	Aijmer,	1997:	21),	a	mitigation	of	the	potential	confrontation	arising	from	bald	disagreement	with	an	interlocutor.	Some	of	these	examples	could	be	interpreted	in	this	way,	although	they	also	contribute	to	the	sense	of	enforced	–	even	ironic	–	politeness	attached	to	this	particular	discursive	genre.	The	deontic	modal,	‘I	must	tell	him’,	suggests	the	reluctant	fulfilment	of	an	obligation,	while	26	is	the	PM’s	response	to	this	
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question	from	the	LO:	‘Talking	of	encouragement	from	the	press	has	the	right	hon.	Lady	had	an	opportunity	during	her	busy	day	to	read	the	magnificent	May	Day	issue	of	the	Daily	Mirror?	Has	she	given	instructions	-	I	trust	that	she	has	-	that	it	should	be	read	by	all	members	of	her	Cabinet,	wet	or	dry?’	The	PM’s	use	of	‘glanced’	and	the	dismissive	‘I	did	not	think	that	it	was	worth	doing	more’	contrast	the	PM’s	evaluation	of	the	topic	with	that	of	the	LO,	thus	potentially	reinforcing	her	standing	within	both	the	House	of	Commons	and	wider	society.		
Cognition:	UNDERSTAND	Another	verb	that	is	superficially	in	the	‘cognition’	category,	and	that	features	in	both	lists,	is	UNDERSTAND.	In	the	following	examples,	the	PMs	preface	a	sharing	of	factual	information	with	a	minor	mitigation	that	potentially	absolves	the	speaker	of	responsibility	for	its	accuracy.	At	the	same	time,	‘I	understand’	signifies	the	PMs’	access	to	prior	knowledge,	available	to	them	before	it	is	known	by	others,	so	highlighting	their	authority	and	standing.				 28.	I	understand	that	an	answer	will	be	given	later	this	afternoon	29.	I	understand	that	interest	will	be	paid	from	the	date	of	accrual	30.	I	understand	that	it	will	deal	with	a	wide	range	of	issues	31.	I	understand	that	at	3.30	today	a	United	Nations	resolution	will	be	tabled	32.	I	understand	that	France	will	make	a	considerable	contribution	to	that		In	‘I’	constructions,	‘understand’	is	frequently	intensified	in	expressions	of	empathy	with	the	questioner	or	the	wider	audience.	Mollin	(2009)	has	noted	this	as	a	particular	characteristic	of	Tony	Blair’s	discourse,	but	at	PMQs	it	is	used	by	other	PMs	too	and	can	thus	be	seen	as	a	component	of	prime	ministerial	face	management.		 33.	I	totally	understand	the	concern	that	my	hon.	Friend	raises.	34.	I	do	understand	the	hon.	Gentleman	's	concerns.	35.	I	well	understand	people's	anxieties.	36.	I	understand	entirely	that	that	is	no	comfort	to	the	workers	in	Halewood	37.	I	understand	fully	the	traumatic	experience	that	is	involved	for	any	family	38.	I	understand	how	difficult	it	is	for	people	at	the	moment		In	all	these	cases,	the	object	of	the	PMs’	understanding	is	something	troublesome	–	‘concern(s)’,	‘anxieties’,	‘no	comfort’,	‘traumatic	experience’,	‘difficult’	–	and	the	PM	projects	empathy	but	by	cognitive	means.	In	the	following	examples,	there	is	a	blurring	between	the	cognitive,	epistemic	(logos)	and	the	affective,	evaluative	(pathos,	ethos)	meanings	of	‘I	think’.			An	OB	asks:	Is	the	Prime	Minister	not	worried	about	the	reported	links	between	cancer	and	nuclear	installations?	The	PM’s	reply	is:	39.	The	report	to	which	the	hon.	Gentleman	is	referring	has	been,	or	will	be,	placed	in	the	Library	of	the	House	when	it	is	available.	In	fact,	its	production	has	been	accelerated	so	that	it	can	be	available	before	the	debate	on	Sizewell.	I	
understand	that	many	people	have	interpreted	it	totally	differently.	Its	purpose	is	to	find	out	the	facts	and	it	is	for	others	to	make	the	assessment		
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In	response	to	an	OB’s	question	about	nurses’	pay,	the	PM	responds,	after	a	preamble:	40.	We	have	also	significantly	increased	the	pay	of	many	nurses	over	the	past	few	years	some	pay	has	increased	by	as	much	as	25	per	cent.	I	understand	that	it	is	always	possible	to	do	more,	but	I	ask	the	hon.	Gentleman	to	take	into	account	what	we	have	done	for	all	nurses,	not	simply	those	affected	by	the	new	allowance.		UNDERSTAND	is	not	so	frequently	negated.	Examples	41	–	43	are	of	utterances	where	‘I’	is	the	subject	of	UNDERSTAND	-	negated.		 41.	I	do	not	understand	why	the	right	hon.	Gentleman	finds	difficulty	with	it.	42.	I	cannot	understand	for	the	life	of	me	why	the	Conservative	party	is	against	these	guarantees	that	we	give	to	every	patient	in	the	country.	43.	With	the	greatest	goodwill	in	the	world,	I	cannot	understand	why,	year	after	year,	Opposition	Members	have	voted	it	down.		In	each	case,	a	contrast	is	drawn	between	the	PM	and	one	or	more	members	of	the	Opposition.	A	failure	to	‘understand’	implies	that	the	issue	is	not	simply	one	on	which	there	are	differences,	but	that	the	opposing	view	is	incomprehensible.	Appeals	outwards,	to	implied	‘right	thinking’	norms,	may	also	be	evident	(e.g.	‘every	patient	in	the	country’).			These	PMs,	then,	deploy	verbs	that	seem	to	denote	cognitive	processes	while	drawing	implicitly	on	norms	and	values	that	are	shared	with	their	supporters	but	lacking	in	their	opponents.	This	is	one	contributory	factor	in	the	adversarial	tenor	of	PMQs,	and	another	example	of	the	subtle	management	of	face	and	authority.			
Communication:	SAY	One	of	the	most	frequent	verbs	that	PMs	use	in	PMQs	to	report	what	they	do	is	SAY.	It	occurs	in	most	of	the	constructions	identified,	most	frequently	in	the	simple	past,	where	it	often	serves	as	an	explicit	repetition	of	a	response:	‘as	I	have	said’	occurs	62	times;	‘as	I	said	earlier’	30;	and	‘as	I	said	a	moment	ago’	20.	There	are	also	numerous	instances	of	‘as	I	said	in	the	House	/	to	the	right	hon.	Member	/	Gentleman	yesterday	/	last	week	/	a	moment	ago’,	etc.	In	such	cases,	an	implied	challenge	to	Prime-Ministerial	authority	is	rebuffed,	as	the	PM	reiterates	his	or	her	position.	For	example:	44.	As	I	said	to	the	right	hon.	Gentleman	last	week,	we	have	made	the	single	largest	investment	in	education	that	any	Government	have	ever	made.	Before	the	Budget,	he	asked	for	a	500	million	programme	of	school	repairs	over	the	Government	's	lifetime	...	We	gave	double	that	amount,	but	the	right	hon.	Gentleman	now	criticises	us	for	not	giving	enough.			Metalinguistic	commentary	features	throughout	this	example.	The	PM	begins	by	reminding	the	audience	of	an	answer	already	provided;	references	are	then	made	to	what	the	MP	‘asked	for’	and	‘criticises’.	A	similar	pattern	is	evident	in	this	example	(metalinguistic	items	italicised):	45.	As	I	have	already	said,	it	is	absolute	nonsense	to	suggest	that	the	measure	will	deprive	people	of	their	proper	pensions.	It	will	not.		
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And	indeed,	commentary	on	their	own	and	others’	acts	of	communication	are	found	in	many	of	the	examples	in	which	SAY	features,	as	shown	in	Examples	46	–	52.		 46.	All	I	am	saying	is	let	us	have	that	debate	based	on	the	facts	47.	I	am	saying	what	President	Obama	and	the	other	leaders	have	said	48.	I	take	great	offence,	if	I	may	say	so	-	and	I	do	say	so	-	at	his	remarks	about	the	Foreign	Office	49.	I	cannot	comment	on	the	first	or	the	third,	but	I	can	say	of	the	second	that	it	is	completely	untrue	50.	Even	with	the	spirit	of	Christmas,	I	must	say	that	the	right	hon.	Gentleman	is	
talking	nonsense	51.	Having	said	that,	I	have	to	say	that	it	is	not	always	easy	to	do	so.	52.	Word	for	word,	I	shall	say	exactly	what	the	hon.	Gentleman	asked	me		These	examples	support	the	conclusion	drawn	from	her	detailed	analysis	of	a	single	session	of	PMQs	by	Ilie	(2012:	132),	that:	…	micro-level	metadiscursive	speech	acts	indicate	that	both	the	questioner	and	the	respondent	seek	to	challenge	the	justifiability	and	effectiveness	of	each	other’s	macro-level	political	acts	in	order	to	influence	the	audience’s	perception	and	understanding	of	their	actual	political	goals.			The	most	frequent	negated	form	of	SAY	is	‘I	cannot	say’,	which	occurs	37	times.	One	of	its	functions	is	as	a	deflective	device,	as	in	Examples	53-56,	when	potential	face	threats	to	the	PM	arise	either	from	a	difficult	question	or	from	an	admission	of	being	unable	to	answer	a	question.	53.	I	cannot	say	offhand	exactly	which	aspects	require	primary	legislation	and	which	do	not	require	legislation	54.	I	cannot	say	what	will	be	the	result	of	the	four	inquiries		55.	I	cannot	say	the	exact	amount	56.	I	cannot	say	exactly	how	quickly	that	will	happen			However,	when	‘I	cannot	say’	is	an	indication	not	of	a	lack	of	knowledge,	but	of	institutional	constraints	on	sharing	knowledge	held	only	by	a	privileged	minority,	prime	ministerial	authority	is	potentially	reinforced,	as	in	these	examples:	57.	As	my	hon.	Friend	will	be	the	first	to	appreciate,	I	cannot	say	anything	more	at	the	present	time	58.	I	cannot	say	what	is	in	the	pre-Budget	report		These	examples	are	PMs’	responses	to	OBs	querying	the	effect	of	measures	in	forthcoming	Budgets.	Both	refusals	to	‘say’	are	mitigated	by	a	contrastive	clause:	‘but	I	do	urge	him	to	look	at	[a	different	report]’;	‘but	we	are	determined	to	support	the	extra	development	work’.	And	in	the	following,	the	PM	claims	to	be	constrained	in	what	it	is	possible	to	say	by	the	shortcomings	of	the	Opposition:	59.	I	give	the	right	hon.	Gentleman	credit	for	being	consistent	in	his	policies	-	something	that	I	cannot	say	about	the	Opposition.		
Conclusion	
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Through	the	analysis	of	a	range	of	occurrences	of	‘I	+	Verb’,	we	have	identified	patterns	in	prime	ministerial	self-representation	in	their	responses	to	questions	posed	during	PMQs.	We	have	highlighted	how	these	patterns	relate	to	argumentation,	face	management	and	the	norms	of	this	political	institution,	as	well	as	those	of	the	wider	society.	The	consistency	in	the	ways	that	these	four	PMs	represent	themselves	using	the	‘I	+	Verb’	structure	points	to	some	robust	patterns	in	prime	ministerial	discourse.			We	have	found	limited	reference	in	our	data	to	practical	actions	taken,	in	comparison	to	reports	of	thoughts	and	words.	Rather	than	developing	deliberative	debate,	prime	ministerial	contributions	to	PMQs	are	often	self-referential,	including	much	talk	about	talk.	We	suggest	that	this	self-referentiality	is,	at	least	in	part,	a	pragmatic	response	to	an	event	that	is	both	high-profile	–	within	Parliament	and	wider	society	–	and	(usually)	highly	combative.	All	questions	posed	during	PMQs	are	potentially	face	threatening;	even	when	the	questions	are	friendly,	the	PM	must	still	demonstrate	a	command	of	events	and	facts	or	lose	face,	while	noisy	barracking	–	both	organised	and	spontaneous	–	is	institutionalised.	So	in	managing	this	genre	of	rhetorical	exchange,	PMs	integrate	into	their	recounts	of	their	thoughts	and	words	evaluations	that	enhance	their	own	standing	while	undermining	that	of	their	opponents.	Substantive	topics,	even	though	often	brought	up	by	questioners	as	a	device	to	attack	the	PM,	are	diverted	when	PMs	(whether	intentionally	or	otherwise)	make	themselves,	rather	than	those	topics,	the	focus	of	their	answers.	This	self-referentiality	in	PMs’	discourse	often	goes	hand-in-hand	with	allusions	to	their	identification	with	presumed	societal	norms.	Thus,	prime	ministerial	utterances	within	PMQs	may	be	attempts	to	project	not	only	authority	and	command	within	and	beyond	the	Chamber	but	also	empathy	and	representativeness.		The	consistency	of	the	patterns	we	identify	is	no	accident,	of	course.	We	suggest	that	there	are	several	ways	in	which	change,	even	if	desired	by	some	of	the	actors	concerned,	is	difficult	to	effect.	Firstly,	there	are	the	explicit	rules,	conventions	and	sanctions	that	govern	parliamentary	behaviour,	including	how	actors	are	permitted	to	speak	(e.g.	MPs	are	addressed	not	directly	but	always	through	the	Speaker).	Secondly,	there	are	the	less	apparent	ways	in	which	discoursal	norms	and	expectations	are	reinforced.	Dunleavy	et	al.	(1993:	276)	have	identified	‘institutional	shifts’	as	much	more	influential	on	shaping	patterns	in	PMs’	answers	to	questions	than	‘personality	effects’,	while	both	sociologists	and	discourse	analysts	have	pointed	to	the	subtle	ways	in	which	institutions	sustain	and	replicate	patterns	of	(communicative)	behaviour.	We	are	thinking	here	of	notions	such	as	the	‘set	of	already	established	“templates”	of	action	based	on	the	inherited	circumstances	of	the	past	that	are	continually	reproduced	in	the	present’,	proposed	by	Layder	(1997:	107);	and	the	‘recurrent	ways	of	talking	[that]	…	provide	familiar	and	conventional	representations	of	people	and	events,	…	by	providing	pre-fabricated	means	by	which	ideas	can	be	easily	conveyed	and	grasped’	(Stubbs,	1996:	158).	More	specifically,	Hoey’s	theory	of	lexical	priming	(Hoey,	2005),	and	Sinclair’s	notion	of	‘the	idiom	principle’	(Sinclair,	1991)	may	well	be	relevant	to	some	of	the	formulaic	patterns	we	find	in	our	data.	Thus,	the	historical	weight	of	the	discourse	of	PMQs	has	effects	at	the	interpersonal,	the	
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institutional,	and	the	societal	level.	The	prime	ministerial	discursive	style	which	emerges,	then,	both	constrains	and	enables	particular	incumbents	in	their	negotiation	of	PMQs	and	impacts	on	the	way	that	politics	and	politicians	are	perceived.		PMQs,	as	noted	above,	was	not	highly	regarded	in	the	period	covered	by	our	data,	and	this	is	a	perception	that	persists	today.	Finlayson	(2015)	has	suggested	a	paradoxical	dimension	to	the	issue	of	public	disillusion	with	politicians	generally.	In	an	era	when	‘the	public’	has	direct	access	to	what	politicians	say,	via	radio	and	television	(and	more	recently	other	media),	there	is	pressure	to	appeal	to	this	imagined,	heterogeneous	constituency	by	‘play[ing]	it	safe,	repeating	bland	phrases	and	saying	not	very	much	at	all’.	In	other	words:		 In	trying	so	hard	to	present	themselves	as	good,	connected	and	in-touch,	politicians	end	up	talking	about	themselves	and	each	other	in	a	way	that	demonstrates	just	how	disconnected	they	really	are.		This	article	has	identified	some	of	the	patterns	in	prime	ministerial	language	during	PMQs	that	contribute	to	its	paradoxical	character.	On	the	one	hand,	within	the	Chamber,	these	institutionalised	patterns	help	PMs	to	cope	or	flourish	in	a	high-pressure,	ritualised	setting.	However,	despite	a	concern	to	portray	empathy	with	the	electorate,	the	language	of	PMQs,	including	the	ways	PMs	represent	themselves	there,	may	be	a	contribution	to	public	disengagement	from	formal	politics.		
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